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SAN DIEGO ~—There has been 80
'much discussion about the Pentagon
papers recently that 1 thought 1 hed
better get my comments in while the
subject is still hot. It is important to

pgin by defining exaclly what we are
talking about when we say “The Penta-
gon, papers.” :

In the middle of 1967 Secretary of
Defense McNamara comrnissioned 2.
group to do a history of tha United
States’ role in Indochina. The group
was made up of State and Defense
Department civilians, a few military
officers, and defense-oriented individu-
als from Government-f inanced research
institutes. Some thirty-odd persons con-
tributed to this history; most of them
were in. the office of the Secretary of
Defense and worked on this just part-
" time. :

The .current discussions of the sos
called Pentagon papers are not dis«
cussions of the total 3,000 pages of
narrative and 4,000 pages of appended
documents. People are discussing the
informafion which has been obtained
by reading the Pentagon papers 23 pube
. lishad by The New York Times. This
history, which appeared in several edi-

tions of The Times and has now come .

out in a paperback, does not, of ¢course,
comprise a summation of the informa-
tion which is available in the total
narrative. o T
“In reporling +he Pentagon history
The Titnes writers said they tried to
keep tho articles within the general
limits set by the narrative analysis

and the documents as a whole, Mate-

rial was brought in from the public
rocord only when it seemed necessary
{0 put the papers into context for the
‘general reader, Mr. Neil Sheehan, ong
‘of the writers, states in the book’s
introduction: that the very  selection
and arrangement of the facts, whether
in a history.or in a newspaper article,
inavitably mirrors a point of view or
state of mind. Thus, the articles as
written by The Times undoubtedly res
floct some of the conceptions of The
Times reporters. o i

Sp what we have here is not seces-
sarily an objective history, bhut rather
a distillation of a large decuwiment writs
ten by people who have a definita
point of view. What js the point of
view- of The Times reporters? well,
certainly the editorial view of Tha
Times, as {requently expressed, is that

‘

the war in Viejpap was a great migs
take and ﬂlaté\ﬁhtgo\ﬁe 2 e%hel

ineffective. .
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We might also ask what is the point
of vicw of the various historians ap-
pointed by Mr. McNamara to develop
this history. As revealed by the history
itsclf, a great many civilians in the
Defense Department in the middle of
1987 were disenchanted with the war,
convinced that the bombing of North
Vietnam was ineffective and thal we
should get out of Vietnam as quickly
as possible. Thus, the history {rom
which The Times writers distilled their
summary may also be lacking in ob-
jectivity. My study of The Times vers
sion leads me to believe that it is in
deed lacking in objectivity. :

Novertheless, it is interesting read-
ing, contains much information that
1 knew about quite intimately, and
also some with which 1 was not
familiar. _ '

You can be sure that this document
js roquired reading for some people.
It certainly is required reading in
Tanoi, in Moscow, and in Peking, for
this book contains information on the
decision-making processes of our Gov-
ernment which is of distinct aid and
henefit o the enemy. The ‘fimes has
raade the job of the enemy intelligence
services quite simple. All they have
to do is go to the nearest newsstand.

. ¢ :

I want to cormnent on the alr war
over North Vietnarn because as Comm-
mander in Chief, Pacific, I was running
the air war, with not much help from
cortain scctors in Washington. I be-

* lieve that the air war was the most
‘misunderstood part of our whole en-

gageraent, It was especially misvnder-
stood hy the civilians in the Pentagon
who were making the broad decisions
and many of the smaller decisions of
the air war. The scvere restrictions
under which our Ajr Force cperated
resilied in markedly decreased effece
tiveness of the tremendous [OWer W
had available and resulted in wide
misunderstanding of the effectiveness
of aic power when properly uwsed,

In February of 1865 the decision was:
made to conduct a bombing campaign
against North Vietnam. From the very.
first there was a wide divergence of

opinion as to how owr alr power should”

be used. The Joint Chiefs of Staff de-:
sired that we hit hard at Hanoi’s capa-,
bilities . to carry on the war in order’
to convince Hanoi thet the cowse of
action it was pursuing would be uns,
profitakle, and to let them know early’
in the tﬁ%ne that we were willing: lu!

Numert —

yaent of Defense, however, desired that;

air power be -used very sparingly, in:

limited doses, well spaced to give the
other side opportunity to contemplate
the seriousness of their acts. The ci-
vilian advisers won, so our air raids
against North Vietnamn started with
rinuscule doses of "air power, applied
to targels which hardly were worth
the effort. Qur air powcr was never
usad to its full effectiveness. I should
say that throughout the war I got.
complete cooperation from the Joint

Chiefs.- They backed mc on . every

recommendation I made. ,
1 wouldn’t want to leave the impres-'
sion that it was only the military that
advocated @ strong policy on the alr
war. Mr. John McCone, who in 1965
was the director of the Central Intelli~
gence Agency, recommended in April
{hat unless the United States was will-
ing to bomb the North, with minimum
restraint, to break Hanoi's will, it was;
wnwise to commit ground troops to!
battle. Mr. McCone expressed these
views to the President at least twice
in the month of April.  ° o
On the other side of the picture.
Mr. George bBall, Under Secretary of
State, from the very beginning believed
that neither bombing the North nor
fighting the guerrillas in the South,
nor any combination of the two of-
ferred a solution to the problem. e
bolieved that we should cut our losses
and withdraw from South Vietnaim. Mr.
.Doan Rusk, the Sccretary of State and
Mr. Ball's bass, advocated a strong
policy in the air war. ‘ o
S o _

The air campaign of 1965 way
characterized by excéssive restrictions
from Washington which limited us to
piddling strikes against generally wn-
important targets, although toward the

~end of the yecar we were beginning to

et o fow better targets and the num-
bers of plancs we wele able to usc-
was beginning to be useful

" The Times article says that the
pentagon study of the 1965 period
discloses that high-level civilian, auw-
thorities, including Secretary WicNa-.
wara, began to have serious doubis
about the cffectivencss of both the
air and ground war as carly a3z the
f21l of .1665. 1 must say that I have
difficulty understanding how they ex-
pected the air carpaign to show any
measure of cifectiveness when it was
0 heavily restricted, both as to targets
and &s 1o numbers of strike aircralt.
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